




























of	 durum	 wheat	 spaghetti	 and	 to	 evaluate	 the	 effect	 of	 fiber	 information	 on	 consumer’s	25	
acceptability	and	expectation.	Information	about	fiber	content	had	a	positive	impact	on	consumer’s	26	




according	 to	 consumers’	 frequency	 consumption	 of	 bran-enriched	 pasta.	 Non-users	 showed	 a	31	






























sensory	preferences.	Product	 information	has	been	 reported	 to	be	highly	 influential	 in	affecting	60	
consumer’s	 expectation	 and	 choice	 (Laureati	 et	 al.,	 2013).	 Consumer’s	 expectation	 is	 often	61	
measured	 in	 terms	 of	 disparity	 degree	 between	 expected	 and	 perceived	 product	 performance.	62	
Different	theoretical	models	have	been	proposed	to	explain	the	effect	of	discrepancies	between	63	
expected	 and	 actual	 product	 liking	 (Anderson,	 1973):	 1)	 the	 dissonance	 or	 assimilation	 theory	64	
assumes	that	any	shift	between	expectations	and	product	performance	will	be	minimized	by	the	65	




















these	 results	 may	 be	 ascribed	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 effect	 of	 information	 is	 strongly	 product-84	













(2008)	 found	 that	 fiber	 information	was	more	 effective	 in	 increasing	 acceptance	 of	muffins	 for	96	
health	 conscious	 consumers.	 Mialon	 et	 al.	 (2002)	 and	 Saba	 et	 al.	 (2010)	 found	 culture-related	97	
differences	in	the	impact	of	fiber	information	on	liking	and/or	sensory	properties	of	food.	98	
It	should	be	underlined	that,	in	some	cases,	the	above-mentioned	studies	were	designed	to	provide	99	
information	about	 the	product	 fiber	content	without	providing	 information	about	 the	benefit	of	100	
eating	 fiber	 (Baixauli	 et	 al.,	 2008;	 Mialon	 et	 al.,	 2002).	 Therefore,	 the	 effect	 of	 nutritional	101	
information	might	have	been	underestimated.	Moreover,	no	studies	have	examined	the	effect	of	102	




quality	of	durum	wheat	spaghetti	and	to	evaluate	 the	effect	of	 fiber	 information	on	consumer’s	107	
acceptability	and	expectation.	The	simple	nature	of	pasta	ingredients	(water	and	durum	wheat)	and	108	
being	 a	 commonly	 consumed	 food	 product	worldwide,	make	 pasta	 an	 excellent	 vehicle	 for	 the	109	


































































































































interaction	 is	useful	 to	get	 insights	on	 the	effect	of	 information	on	 liking	of	 the	whole	group	of	228	
consumers,	whereas	the	3-way	interaction	indicates	whether	a	different	effect	of	information	on	229	
liking	 can	 be	 observed	 depending	 on	 consumers’	 frequency	 of	 consumption.	 	 Subjects	 were	230	


















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































					Sp_0	 15.18±0.04e	 2.17±0.02e	 3.82±0.16e	 3.50±0.23d	 7.32±0.17e	 68±0.16a	
Sp_10	 15.46±0.10d	 4.08±0.01d	 11.45±0.10d	 3.77±0.20c,d	 15.22±0.15d	 65±0.16b	
Sp_20	 15.67±0.08c	 4.96±0.00c	 14.46±0.16c	 4.04±0.28b,c	 18.52±0.10c	 60±0.20c	
Sp_25	 15.95±0.02b	 5.15±0.08b	 15.81±0.24b	 4.37±0.15b	 20.18±0.24b	 57±0.24d	






















											Sp_0	 11.30	 5.00	±	0.16d	 2.10	±	0.02a	 183	±	0.24a	 0.78	±	0.05a		 7.07	±	0.15a		
Sp_10	 11.00	 5.60	±	0.14c	 1.98	±	0.02a	 180	±	0.24b	 0.75	±	0.02ab	 6.78	±	0.25ab	
Sp_20	 10.40	 5.91	±	0.30bc	 1.87	±	0.15a	 174±	0.55c	 0.73	±	0.05abc	 6.46	±	0.30bc	
Sp_25	 10.30	 6.18	±	0.12ab	 1.85	±	0.18a	 173	±	0.21d	 0.68	±	0.04bc	 6.35	±	0.30bc	

















Daily	 38	 48	 43	 25	
Weekly	 60	 45	 57	 75	
Monthly	 2	 7	 0	 0	
Never	 0	 0	 0	 0	
Most	important	aspect	for	consuming	pasta	(%)	 	 	 	 	
Nutritional	aspect	 13	 3	 11	 26	
Price	 0	 0	 0	 0	
Taste	 41	 52	 38	 34	
Cooking	quality	 37	 35	 46	 28	
Shape		 9	 10	 5	 12	
Color	 0	 0	 0	 0	
Wholegrain	pasta	frequency	consumption	(%)	 	 	 	 	
Daily	 1	 0	 0	 3	
Weekly	 24	 0	 0	 97	
Monthly	 44	 0	 100	 0	
Never	 31	 100	 0	 0	
Reasons	 for	 consuming	 wholegrain	 pasta	 (if	
consumer)	(%)	 	 	 	 	
For	its	taste	 22	 0	 27	 16	
For	nutritional	concerns	 59	 0	 49	 72	
Because	I’ve	been	advised	to	 10	 0	 13	 6	
Other	 9	 0	 11	 6	
Reasons	for	not	consuming	wholegrain	pasta	(if	non	
consumer)	(%)	 	 	 	 	
For	its	taste	 23	 23	 0	 0	
For	its	texture	 16	 16	 0	 0	
For	its	appearance	 0	 0	 0	 0	
For	its	price	 16	 16	 0	 0	
Not	interested	in	its	nutritional	aspect	 13	 13	 0	 0	
Other	 32	 32	 0	 0	
Willingness	to	pay	a	premium	price	for	wholegrain	
pasta	(%)	 	 	 	 	
No	 38	 52	 41	 22	
																		10-20%	more	 48	 45	 51	 47	
20-30%	more	 14	 3	 8	 31	








Samples	 Ratings	 		 		 		 E	–	NI	 		 		 I	-	NI	 		 		 I-E	 		
		 NI	 E	 I	 		 Mean	 p-value	 		 Mean	 p-value	 		 Mean	 p-value	
Sp_0	 69.6a(¥)	 72.4a	 70.5a	 	 2.8	 n.s.	confirmation	 	 0.9	 n.s.	 	 1.9	 n.s.	
Sp_10	 69.7a	 70.2ab	 71.1a	 	 0.5	 n.s.	confirmation	 	 1.4	 n.s.	 	 0.9	 n.s.	
Sp_20	 60.7b	 69.4ab	 65.7b	 	 8.6	 **	disconfirmation	 	 5.0	 (*)	assimilation	 	 3.7	 n.s.	complete	
Sp_25	 53.8c	 65.0bc	 60.8c	 	 11.2	 ***	disconfirmation	 	 7.0	 **	assimilation	 	 4.2	 n.s.	complete	














Samples	 Ratings	 		 		 		 E	–	NI	 		 		 I	-	NI	 		 		 I	-	E	 		
	  NI	 E	 I	 	 M	 p-value	 	 M	 p-value	 	 M	 p-value	
High-users	(n=32)	 Sp_0	 69.7	 71.2	 68.8	 	 1.5	 n.s.	 	 -0.9	 n.s.	 	 -2.4	 n.s.	
	 Sp_10	 73.1	 71.7	 74.4	 	 -1.4	 n.s.	 	 1.3	 n.s.	 	 2.7	 n.s.	
	 Sp_20	 65.2	 70.8	 66.3	 	 5.6	 n.s.	 	 1.1	 n.s.	 	 -4.5	 n.s.	
	 Sp_25	 56.5	 69.4	 62.7	 	 12.9	 **	
disconfirmation	
	 6.2	 n.s.	 	 -6.7	 n.s.	
	 Sp_30	 53.7	 65.3	 62.4	 	 11.6	 **	
disconfirmation	
	 8.7	 n.s.	 	 -2.9	 n.s.	
Low-users	(n=37)	 Sp_0	 71.7	 72.0	 72.2	 	 0.3	 n.s.	 	 0.5	 n.s.	 	 0.2	 n.s.	
	 Sp_10	 68.9	 67.2	 69.4	 	 -1.7	 n.s.	 	 0.5	 n.s.	 	 2.2	 n.s.	
	 Sp_20	 63.2	 68.6	 67.7	 	 5.4	 n.s.	 	 4.5	 n.s.	 	 -0.9	 n.s.	
	 Sp_25	 55.8	 61.9	 59.0	 	 6.1	 n.s.	 	 3.2	 n.s.	 	 -2.9	 n.s.	
	 Sp_30	 46.8	 61.5	 54.6	 	 14.7	 **	
disconfirmation	
	 7.8	 n.s.	 	 -6.9	 n.s.	
Non-users	(n=31)	 Sp_0	 66.8	 74.1	 70.0	 	 7.3	 n.s.	 	 3.2	 n.s.	 	 -4.1	 n.s.	
	 Sp_10	 67.5	 72.5	 70.0	 	 5.0	 n.s.	 	 2.5	 n.s.	 	 -2.5	 n.s.	












		 Sp_30	 44.5	 56.2	 54.7	 		 11.7	 **	
disconfirmation	
		 10.2	 *	
assimilation	
		 -1.5	 n.s.	
complete	
n.s.	not	significant	17	
36	
	
(*)	significant	p<0.10	18	
*	significant	p<0.05	19	
**	significant	p<0.01	20	
***	significant	p<0.001	21	
	22	
	23	
37	
	
FIGURE	CAPTIONS	24	
	25	
	26	
38	
	
	27	
Figure	1.	Mean	liking	ratings	for	the	5	spaghetti	formulations	expressed	by	high,	low	and	no	users	28	
of	bran	enriched	pasta	in	the	Non-informed	(a),	expected	(b)	and	informed	condition	(c).	29	
Significant	differences	detected	according	to	t-test	are	indicated	by	*	(p<0.05).	30	
